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This
book explores mediation processes in culture. Culture is human
creation. Like any creative act, culture arises from the need for
self-expression—without which it is difficult to speak of identity.
All creation is directed both toward its recipient and the creator
themselves. Communicating with others simultaneously means
communicating with oneself. On the cultural level, this points to
the
possibility of interpreting communication processes as
autocommunication within a given culture. The relationship between
communication and autocommunication also directly concerns the act
of
translation.



  
A
good example of the connection between communication and
autocommunication is the short story "The Art Critic" ("Il
critico d'arte", 1958) by the Italian writer Dino Buzzati. It
tells the story of a famous realist art critic who tried to
continue
his career in the context of modern art. He went to the opening of
an
abstract art exhibition and promised to write a review even before
seeing it. For him, realism was a way of creating recognizable
reality, and finding no recognition whatsoever in abstractionism,
he
concluded that abstract painting lacked its own language. After
much
torment, he found the only possible solution: to write the review
in
a non-existent language, a sort of "abracadabra." Such
situations arise daily in the world. One creator (the
abstractionist)
sends a message to the viewer through their painting in the
language
of abstract art. The other creator (the critic) finds that this
message has no language and can only be described in an absurd,
non-existent language. Or perhaps it's not describable or
analyzable
at all.



  
Psychologically,
the situation is similar to an affective explosion, which Lev
Vygotsky explained using the example of a child participating in a
psychological experiment. If a child is given too many tasks during
an experiment and their attention is directed to too many different
things, at some point the child starts to cry and refuses to
continue
the experiment. They shut themselves off from the situation.
Similar
situations occur all the time in culture. Culture offers a person
so
many different impulses that they can't keep up with everything or
find the language to explain these phenomena. Therefore, it can
easily happen that an adult also experiences an affective
explosion.
They shut themselves off from incomprehensible cultural
manifestations or begin to doubt their value, even to the point of
declaring them meaningless. However, culture's function as an
educational system ensures that not everything new or challenging
to
understand causes affective explosions. A crucial part of a child's
development is developing the ability to recognize and,
consequently,
describe the surrounding world through the enrichment of language
use. Becoming a cultured adult requires similar development of
descriptive ability through increasing language richness. But in
this
case, we're dealing with cultural languages. Literature, film,
theater, and the arts—including abstractionism within them—are
cultural languages that must be learned like foreign languages. Or,
if not fully learned, then at least their value as cultural
languages
must be understood. Just as we cannot call meaningless those
foreign
languages we do not know.



  
Culture
functions as a translation mechanism, and it's precisely based on
culture's translational nature that this book is titled "Total
Translation." Understanding translatability begins within a
single culture. For Estonians, a key guarantee of cultural
coherence
is, first and foremost, translation from Estonian to Estonian.
Educating through culture means translating more complex texts,
such
as literary heritage, into simpler language, or describing them in
an
intermediate language. In the first case, we can talk about
adapting
adult texts for children, such as prose versions or mixed prose and
verse versions of the Estonian national epic poem "Kalevipoeg."
In the second case, mediation occurs through school textbooks,
reference works, content summaries, and also academic works. We
consider such intra-cultural mediation within the framework of
total
translation as metatextual translation activity. However, alongside
the intralinguistic, intra-language mediation that occurs within
one
culture, intersemiotic mediation also takes place. This refers to
translation processes between natural language and other cultural
languages. Verbal stories are illustrated, books are screened and
staged—meaning they are translated into the language of film and
theater.



  
Culture
is not solely people's verbal creation. Verbal language also serves
as a means of translating non-verbal cultural experiences
(painting,
music, ballet, film, theater, etc.) into cultural memory. In such
cases, translation means creating a metalanguage, a language of
description and understanding. This is precisely what the art
critic
in Buzzati's story tried to do, even by denying language itself.
However, intra-cultural intersemiotic translation is, first and
foremost, an example of the visual, audiovisual, and auditory
mediation of verbal cultural experience. Just as a person's inner
speech constantly switches between verbal and visual codes and back
again, we can speak of culture's inner speech, in which its
self-reflection—that is, cultural identity—becomes stronger the
more diverse the interpretation of its own experience.



  
Translation
within a language and culture is closely linked to interlinguistic
translation, which occurs between different languages. However,
translation isn't simply about replacing one language with another.
Every text being translated contains linguistic, cultural, and
social
complexities, and translators are not just intermediaries, but also
creators of mediating languages. It's precisely the metalanguage of
translations that allows us to distinguish between different
translation approaches on a scale, with domestication at one end
and
foreignization at the other.



  
In
the context of total translation, the metalinguistic nature of
translations allows us to see translation problems at levels higher
than just language. It also enables us to analyze translations from
the perspective of the translatability of text types, literary
traditions, and genres. This forms a distinct field of intertextual
translation, which encourages us to consider the connections
between
translated texts and authors and the literary culture of their era.
For instance, consider how symbolist a translated work by a French
or
Russian symbolist poet is in Estonian, and indeed, how translatable
symbolism is in general. A more specific example would be the
challenges in translating French classicism, as Estonian cultural
history lacks a tradition of distinguishing between three style
levels. The Estonian translator August Sang saw this as the primary
difficulty in translating classicist dramaturgy into Estonian.
Cultural background issues arise somewhat differently when
translating authors who reference texts within their works that the
translator may not be familiar with. Preserving quotations,
allusions, reminiscences, and other uses of alien words in
translation forms its own set of problems, which the concept of
total
translation addresses as intertextual translation. For example, how
do we translate parody and other more or less hidden connections
between the translated text and its sources? This is a situation
that
Umberto Eco made the poetic foundation of his novel "Baudolino."
In it, the protagonist writes his story on reusable parchment. He
has
scraped off an old text and written his own over it, yet fragments
of
the old text still shine through the new one, and at certain
moments,
the two stories blend.



  
All
these described translation activities express culture's
functioning
as a total translation system and the inseparability of
communication
processes from culture's autocommunication, which in turn forms the
basis of culture's integrity and dynamic balance. Translation is a
universal activity, and to better understand it, it's beneficial to
combine a translation studies perspective with a cultural semiotic
one. Both are interested in the process. One of the most recognized
objects of study in translation studies is the translation process
model, which would allow for the typologisation of translations—for
instance, making comparable translations of the same type from
different eras. And this, importantly, without simplistic notions
of
"good" or "bad." This would help to understand
the history of translation, and in the case of intersemiotic
translation, the types of screen adaptations. The transformation of
some texts into others should presuppose an understanding of
untranslatability and translation methods as general principles.
However, within each type of translation method, it's possible to
speak of translator methods, or individual styles. This applies at
the level of languages, texts, and cultures.



  
The
conceptual foundation of "Total Translation" rests on the
author's conviction that interlinguistic (textual), intralinguistic
(metatextual), intersemiotic (extratextual), intertextual, and
intratextual translation are comparable activities. They can be
scientifically described based on a unified model of the
translation
process. This approach allows for a systematic description of
translational cultural processes, which in turn helps us better
understand culture's current state and dynamics. It also sheds
light
on culture's mnemotechnics and the condition of cultural memory.
Against this backdrop, it's fitting that the book's second
translation into Italian (2010) was given the subtitle "Types of
Translation Processes in Culture" at the publisher's
request.



  
On
the other hand, it's notable that this book, originally written in
Russian, has also been translated into Polish (2008) and Ukrainian
(2015). One reason for this is the book's conceptual stance. During
the writing process in the 1980s, the author aimed to synthesize
Western translation studies and cultural semiotics, which were then
accessible, with new ideas from Eastern Europe. The author is
grateful to Anton Popovič from the University of Bratislava, who
facilitated the arrival of books with new Slovak and Czech ideas in
Tartu. Edward Balcerzan from the University of Poznań kept the
author informed of the best Polish ideas. The author's access to
the
libraries of his teachers and colleagues, Igor Černov and Juri
Lotman, greatly broadened the book's horizons. At the time of
writing, the author also had access to the rich library of the
University of Helsinki, particularly its Slavic department. The
result was a book that utilized many authors and ideas almost
unknown
in Western humanities. At the time of its publication in Estonian
(2024), there is an active recognition of this lesser-known
research
experience occurring within international translation
studies.



  
In
the early 1990s, the synthesis of various ideas and the achievement
of systemic analysis was a key goal in the humanities. While the
events of 1968 had diminished some hopes, they simultaneously
increased the importance of critical thinking. Now, in the 21st
century, we're once again considering the synthesis of knowledge,
and
this older book has the opportunity to participate in
transdisciplinary knowledge management, which unifies various
humanities and social sciences, as well as the expertise of
practitioners, including translators. Educating translators and all
other cultural mediators still requires, within the framework of
understanding their own activities, a grasp of action strategies
and
translation types. Perhaps "Total Translation" also has the
chance to support such education.



  
The
book, originally published in 1995, is a product of its time and
felt
that it didn't require substantial content updates. However, the
author is again grateful to a good colleague, Silvi Salupere, who
once helped get the original version of the book printed and has
now
assisted in removing repetitions and less important references from
the text.
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Translation
studies, as a relatively young interdisciplinary science, is
currently in a stage of scientific synonymy. This can manifest as
uniformity in various studies, or differences only at the
metalanguage level, and even as outright compilation and
plagiarism.
On the other hand, we observe a search for metalanguage
self-definition across different schools of thought, and the
emergence of prestige languages capable of addressing any questions
related to translation theory and practice. This situation has led
many prominent translation scholars to perceive a certain
stagnation
within the discipline. Reactions to this stagnation can be broadly
divided into two categories. The first type of reaction is rooted
in
a desire for an understanding methodology and a unified
disciplinary
self-awareness. A representative of this view is the German
translation scholar Wolfram Wilss, who suggests that an escape from
stagnation could lie in expanding the methodological perspective.
He
sees one way to achieve this through the maximum explicitation of
the
translation process. This would involve bringing together general
translation problems independent of a specific language pair
(competence in translation) and practical problems related to a
concrete language pair (performance in translation) (Wilss 1982:
14–15). Accordingly, he proposes distinguishing between prospective
translation studies (general difficulties in translation,
translator
training) and retrospective translation studies (analysis of
translation errors, translation criticism) (ibid, 159).



  
The
second type of reaction to the perceived stagnation in translation
studies is connected to a desire for increased mutual understanding
among scholars in the field, essentially a disciplinary
monolingualism. This approach is championed by the Hungarian
translation scholar György Radó. Radó believes that the most
crucial step for translation studies is the reconceptualization of
already published research. In his view, the discipline primarily
needs a comprehensive bibliography of dispersed studies and the
generalization and synthesis of works written from different
scientific perspectives (Radó 1985: 305)



  
Both
approaches, as you've described them, hinge on the emergence of a
methodological discussion within translation studies. It's
completely
understandable to fear that this discussion won't be productive
enough if mutual intelligibility can't be ensured when using
diverse,
and even hermetic, metalanguages simultaneously. This concern has
led
to calls for establishing conditions that foster disciplinary
mutual
understanding: "There is a need for more general theoretical
discussion as to the паture of translation and a need for an
accessible terminology with which to engage in such discussion"
(Bassnett-МсGuirе 1991: 134).



 






  
If
the metalanguage issues in translation studies stem from its
interdisciplinary nature, then the challenges in semiotics, as a
somewhat more terminologically unified discipline, arise from the
vast scope of problems studied using semiotic methods and its
metalanguage. For instance, James Monaco perceives the current
stage
of semiotics' development as its academic establishment (Monaco
1981:
340), which was particularly characteristic of the Anglo-American
tradition in the early 1980s. He asserts that the fashionability of
semiotics is dangerous and that semiotic tools only serve as a
means
of creating new knowledge in the hands of luminaries like Christian
Metz, Umberto Eco, or Roland Barthes. In terms of scientific
development as a whole, however, one can speak of stagnation:
"During
the past few years, this once elegant system of thought has
produced
little of real intellectual value" (Моnасо 1981: 340).



  
We're
looking at two extremes of the same phenomenon. On one hand,
there's
a proliferation of metalanguages that hinders mutual understanding
within the same field of study. On the other, there's the
over-exploitation of one or two metalanguages, into which all
analysis results are "translated." This translation into a
semiotic metalanguage, for instance, can create the illusion of new
knowledge and help present even trivial findings as "scientific."
Excessive metalanguage chaos impedes further development just as
much
as a metalanguage transforming into a prestige language that
dictates
acceptance (Kahane 1986: 495–508).



  
To
more accurately assess the ontological properties of a research
object, it's necessary to distinguish—if not linguistically, then
at least methodologically—between an object understood through a
metalanguage and the understanding of the metalanguage itself. In
other words, in analysis, we need to separate conclusions that
arise
from the properties of the research object from those that stem
from
the properties of the metalanguage used to describe it.



  
One
way to achieve this is through "retranslation" from the
metalanguage back into the object language, stepping outside the
self-affirming metalanguage system. A good example here is the
Polish
semiotician Jerzy Pelc, who has attempted to understand Charles
Sanders Peirce's system precisely outside of Peirce's own
metalanguage:






  
I
  wish to find out what he actually had in mind. I therefore ask
  questions. And I would very much like to hear competent answers
  to
  these questions, but answers that are not formulated according to
  the
  rules of Peirce's style and poetics which his followers and
  commentators sometimes adopt as their own (Pelc 1990: 14).



  
The
second possibility stems from the principle of complementarity:
different metalanguages can be brought closer together within the
framework of an interdisciplinary methodology. This means a kind of
methodological translation or translation into a unified
methodology.
This implies a relatively rigorous way of thinking within a less
rigid language, one composed of fragments from various
metalanguages.
One way for translation studies to escape stagnation seems to be
precisely this methodological translation.



  
The
1990s marked an expansion of the methodological horizon in
translation studies. One sign of this is the turn towards the
legacy
of scholars who, although not translation scholars themselves, use
the concept of translation in a broader sense or have presented
views
that can be reconstructed within the language of translation
studies.
Such scholars include, among others, C. S. Peirce (Gorlée 1993),
Mikhail Bakhtin (Robel 1995), and Juri Lotman (Kosecki 1992). A
second sign is the attempts to analyze phenomena within the
framework
of translation studies that typically do not belong to its research
domain. This primarily concerns literature and film art (Torop
1989a,
Cattrysse 1992, Farcy 1993). Alongside these, another sign of this
expanding horizon is the call in many works to return to the act of
translation itself, to bridge the gap between theory and practice,
and to clarify the research object. This is an extremely important
trend that necessitates the methodological definition of the
central
problems of translation studies. The fruitfulness of the
discipline's
development depends on the precision with which the most important
research problems are defined.



  
The
primary object of study in translation studies should be the
translation process, as the most debated questions in the field
stem
precisely from its analysis (or lack thereof). This research aims
to
further develop the idea put forth by Isaak Revzin and Viktor
Rosenzweig, who stated that "the types of translation processes,
including the realization of precise translation, are uniform for
all
kinds of texts" (Revzin, Rosenzweig 1964: 173). While Roman
Jakobson, in his now-classic work, distinguished between
intralingual
(interpreting verbal signs by means of other signs in the same
language), interlingual (interpreting verbal signs of one language
by
means of verbal signs of another language), and intersemiotic
translation or transmutation (interpreting verbal signs by means of
non-verbal sign systems), his starting point was primarily
linguistics (Jakobson 2010: 300). However, here we could take
translation studies as an interdisciplinary science as our starting
point. We could first propose a sufficiently universal model of the
translation process and then, based on this model, describe various
aspects of translation activity and its reflections in research.
The
key concept here is total translation. This concept, on one hand,
signifies the expansion of the range of problems and phenomena
belonging to the research domain of translation studies. On the
other
hand, it symbolizes the search for an understanding methodology and
an attempt to methodologically translate the experiences of several
disciplines into a unified interdisciplinary framework.
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The
concept of total translation was introduced into translation
studies
in the 1960s by John C. Catford as part of his linguistic theory of
translation. Catford distinguished between two pairs of concepts:
Full vs. partial translation: Full translation involves translating
the entire text (i.e., all its components). Total vs. restricted
translation: Total translation refers to a process where all levels
of the source language are replaced with textual material from the
target language. However, it does not necessarily imply that all
levels are replaced with their direct equivalents
  

    

      

  
  [2]

    
  
  
.



  
As
with layered analysis, the concept of totality in the analysis of
content and expression planes isn't absolute; it's relative,
expressing a certain tendency. Comparable to total translation from
the perspective of translation activity is the crucial separation
and
reunification of the content and expression planes in the
translated
text:






  
The
  total feeling and the true total value of the poem then must
  reside
  in the total form and the total content, which, as totalities,
  are
  inseparable. The value of content in abstraction from form is a
  reduction of its total value because the content in abstraction
  from
  form is a reduction of the total content (Robertson 1967a:
  275).



  
One
can also speak of total translatability. Louis Hjelmslev, in
particular, writes about unidirectional translatability: "A
language, which is in itself content and expression, can, even in
its
totality, become the expression of a new content" (Hjelmslev
1973: 116). For Hjelmslev, language's ability to become the
expression of any new content is a semiotic problem.






  

    
In
    practice, a language is a semiotic into which all other
    semiotics may
    be translated - both all other languages, and all other
    conceivable
    semiotic structures. This translatability rests on the fact
    that
    languages, and they alone, are in a position to form any
    purport
    whatsoever... (Hjelmslev 1963: 109)
  



  
From
a semiotic perspective, translatability can also be viewed as a
bidirectional process. Thus, intersemiotic translation
(transmutation), initially included by R. Jakobson among the types
of
translation activity, can also be interpreted theoretically from a
translation perspective. Finding scientific tools for this, while
maintaining the disciplinary unity of science, presents not only a
methodological problem for translation studies but also a
methodological perspective. George Steiner also emphasizes the
"informativeness" of a total approach:






  
A
  "theory" of translation, a "theory" of semantic
  transfer, must mean one of two things. It is either an
  intentionally
  sharpened, hermeneutically oriented way of the totality of
  semantic
  communication (including Jakobson's inter-semiotic translation or
  "transmutation"). Or it is a subsection of such a model
  with specific reference to interlingual exchanges, to the
  emission
  and reception of significant messages between different
  languages.
  [...] The "totalizing" designation is the more instructive
  because it argues the fact that all procedures of expressive
  articulation and interpretative reception are translational,
  whether
  intra- or interlingually (Steiner 1992: 293–294).



  
The
treatment of translation as a total process also requires its
scientific description if this totality is to find a place in
translation theory. The analysis of individual translations or
translation types must be brought closer to the analysis of
translation activity as such. This is comparable to the distinction
made in the analysis of reading between different reading methods
(models of reading) and, on the other hand, total reading as the
simultaneity of various possibilities: "Each model of "reading"
represents one possible way, but the reading of literature as such
is
in fact the totality of these ways, plus many others not yet or no
longer in practice" (Beaugrande 1992: 196; cf. also on the
connections between reading and the translation process: Shreve et
al. 1993).



  
For
translation studies, a model of the translation process can serve
as
the basis for describing both the totality of translation and
specific translations. However, even a universally understood
translation process is always concrete in one sense: its starting
point and result are always a text in some form. Comparing texts,
in
turn, creates the possibility of reconstructing the translation
process. On a methodological level, the question of the
comparability
and typologisation of different translations based on a unified
model
arises in connection with the various ways the translation process
unfolds. On a practical level, from the perspective of translator
training, the fundamental possibility of choosing between different
translation strategies or methods becomes important. In addition, a
unified translation process model allows for overcoming the
contradiction between theoretical and historical approaches (cf.
Delabastita 1991), creating the possibility of comparing and
typologising translations both within the same era and across
different eras. One can agree with the view that a comparative
analysis of the original and the translation provides us with the
necessary data not only for specifying the peculiarities of the
translation process and the translated text, but also for
articulating the function of the translation in the receiving
culture
(Leuven-Zwart 1991: 43).



  
Comparing
an original work with its translation hinges on their
comparability.
The juxtaposition of two natural language texts differs from
comparing a literary text with a film text. Therefore, the
definition
of "text" must be broad enough, and its analysis
parametric. Essentially, total translation operates on a global
text.
The ambiguity of the term "text" has long become
commonplace. For a concrete analysis of a text, it's necessary to
define whether it's being analyzed as a natural language text or as
a
text in a general sense; whether the study is general-theoretical
or
applied in its aim; and whether the goal is description or
interpretation (Petöfi 1982: 454). The complexity of a
translation-studies approach lies in the fact that all the
aforementioned conditions are met—the text needs to be understood
globally. At the same time, a specific approach also requires the
concretization of the concept of text: "The term "text"
is only a global indicator of the object of research, it is not
suitable for indicating those special objects, which the different
fields of text-theoretical research are immediately concerned with"
(ibid).



  
When
creating a universal model of the translation process, we start
with
the assumption that it should be able to describe fundamentally all
types of translation activity. At the same time, depending on the
different text types involved in this process and the teleology
(not
pragmatics) of the process, it's useful to distinguish between
various types of translational semiosis or different parameters of
the translation process. Thus, under the concept of total
translation, we differentiate between: Textual translation,
Metatextual translation, Intra- and intertextual translation,
Extratextual translation.



  

    
Textual
translation
  
  
 refers to the
translation of one complete text into another complete text. This
is
"translation" in its everyday sense and serves as the
fundamental starting point for constructing the present translation
process model. Artistic translation has been the empirical material
for analyzing textual translation. Given the special place of
artistic translation in all cultures, this discussion will also
separately examine issues of translation criticism and translation
history, as well as translatability as both a theoretical and a
historical-literary problem.



  

    
Metatextual
translation 
  
  
refers to the
translation of a complete text not into another complete text, but
into another culture. While acknowledging a certain terminological
imprecision—as textual translation is also a type of metatext—it's
crucial to distinguish between these two different types of
translation activity. Metatextual translation often co-occurs with
textual translation, though they can also exist autonomously.
Metatextual translation involves the entry of the original text
into
another culture in the form of any kind of metacommunication. This
includes: Author treatments in encyclopedia articles and textbooks;
Translation reviews; Advertisements; Radio broadcasts; Publication
of
excerpts or quotations. In summary, these metatexts form an image
of
the original work and function as its preliminary, supplementary,
or
repeated reading. The nature of metatexts reflects the connections
between literary life, literary culture, and literary policy (in
the
case of fiction) (cf. Torop 1990). Naturally, different metatexts
of
the same prototext (original work) should be analyzed
complementarily. Combinations of textual and metatextual
translation
are possible, where the translator or the publisher of the
translation provides the translation with a preface, commentaries,
illustrations, glossaries, and similar additions.



  
The
concept of 
  

    
intra- and
intertextual translation
  
  

is rooted in the fact that "pure" texts are almost
nonexistent in culture. Both the author, the translator, and the
reader possess their own textual memory. In both text comprehension
and translation, a crucial issue arising within the text's
structure
and conception is the differentiation of self-other relationships.
In
both cases, it's important to distinguish between the
markedness/unmarkedness, recognizability/unrecognizability, and
specificity/non-specificity of alien elements (quotations,
paraphrases, allusions, etc.) within the text. In the case of
intratextual translation, the system of various intratexts plays a
vital role as an element of the author's poetics, with each
intratext
requiring a unique approach from the perspective of translation
into
another language. In contrast, with intertextual translation, the
question of the author's strategy in drawing material from multiple
sources simultaneously becomes significant. Intra- and intertextual
translation primarily represent the author's translation of an
alien
word or an entire complex of alien words into their own text; that
is, it's typically an intralingual or intraliterary translation.
The
dominant features of such a translation, in turn, determine whether
the alien word is retained or not when the text is translated into
another language.



  

    
Extratextual
translation 
  
  
involves
transmitting a natural language text through various linguistic and
non-linguistic codes. The text moves beyond its original form,
flowing through different channels. When comparing an original and
its extratextual translation (for example, a novel and its film
adaptation), additional parameters must be included in the analysis
to enhance comparability. In an extratextual text, not only the
text
itself but also its very essence changes. Extratextual translation
is
most frequently examined from the perspective of Peircean semiotics
(see, e.g., Plaza 1987: 89–93).



  
A
methodologically unified perspective on such seemingly diverse
problems significantly reveals the ontology of text itself, and
more
specifically, the ontology of the translated text as a special kind
of text. Furthermore, a theoretical model of the translation
process
allows us to, for example, typologise and compare different types
of
film adaptations, and also to describe the fundamental
possibilities
for adapting the same literary text. Simultaneously, analyzing
films
can offer a fresh perspective on understanding written
translation.



  
Methodological
translation also allows for the productive and seamless integration
of semiotic analysis principles into translation theory.
Previously,
semiotics was primarily mentioned in connection with literary
translation problems and the recognition of cultural signs. In
recent
years, this picture has started to shift, and semiotics is now
considered useful for analyzing the transmission of non-verbal
communication in translation, as well as for studying the
relationships between the reader and the translated text (Gentile
1991: 347; Gorlée 1993).



  
Attention
has recently shifted from the source culture to the receiving
culture. Gideon Toury suggests that, even from the perspective of
translation teleology, translation is not merely the transmission
of
a verbal message across a cultural-linguistic barrier, but rather
the
communicativity of translated messages within a specific
cultural-linguistic system (Toury 1980a: 17). This approach, in
turn,
has led to the concept of a literary polysystem as an expression of
systematic relationships between different spheres of literature.
From this viewpoint, children's literature cannot be studied in
isolation from adult literature, nor can translated literature be
isolated from original literature (Even-Zohar 1990: 13).
Translation
activity, in turn, forms part of a more general system of text
creation and is largely determined by this system. That is, the
receiving culture and its literary polysystem prove to be more
significant than the connections between the translation and the
original:






  
...not
  only is the socio-literary status of translation dependent upon
  its
  position within the polysystem, but the very practice of
  translation
  is also strongly subordinated to that position. And even the
  question
  of what is a translated work cannot be answered a priori in terms
  of
  an а-historical out-of-context idealized state: it must be
  determined on the grounds of the operations governing the
  polysystem.
  Seen from this point of view, translation is no longer a
  phenomenon
  whose nature and borders are given once and for all, but an
  activity
  dependent on the relations within a certain cultural system
  (Even-Zohar 1990: 51).



  
The
approach described raises a methodologically crucial question:
translation as an autonomous text whose functioning in an alien
culture cannot be separated from original literature. In this
regard,
some authors adopting this viewpoint have emphasized the need to
consider all types of displaced texts, such as commentaries,
quotations, paraphrases, reviews, and other metatexts (Pym 1992:
173–174). In contrast to this sociological approach is the
hermeneutic one, where the concept of interpretation becomes
central:
"
  

    
In
this approach a translation is viewed upon as a fixed point in the
reading process, as the result of a hermeneutic process
  
  
"
(Koster 1994: 153). Naturally, these referenced approaches function
as complementary to each other, and the very existence of this
debate
reflects the unresolved nature of fundamental methodological
problems
in translation studies.



  
On
the other hand, it's worth recalling a thesis from semiotics: "The
semiotic approach to the problem of literary relations, and—in a
broader sense—the relations between all texts, reveals their
fundamental similarity to intratextual processes and relations"
(Lotman 1982: 3). Many contemporary translation scholars understand
this, as did James S. Holmes, who stated: "My point, then, is
that of the emerging generation of scholars working with
translations
are to avoid the errors of their intellectual forebears, they must
develop an adequate model of the translation process before they
can
hope to develop relevant methods for the description of translation
products" (Holmes 1988: 81–82).



  
Consequently,
we first need to create a model of the translation process
  

    

      

  
  [3]

    
  
  
.
This should be one general model, not multiple models, as some
translation scholars believe. We can also formulate the initial
requirements for such a theoretical model of the translation
process.
First, such a model can only be theoretical, not normative. Second,
the translation process model must account for the ontological
specificity of translation and its serial nature. This means a
model
is only satisfactory if it allows for describing the fundamental
translation possibilities of a single, concrete text. Third, this
model must be consistent with general text theory and be usable for
describing the translation of all types of texts, genres, etc.;
that
is, the model must have a sufficient level of generalization. To
meet
these demands, the concepts of processuality and sequentiality must
be applied as characteristics of the translation process model.
Roman
Jakobson already argued that the translation process is essentially
an intertwining of two related processes (Jakobson 2010: 301).
Similarly, Edward Balcerzan can be substantively understood when he
states that "translation is the alteration of the expression
plane while simultaneously preserving the content plane"
(Balcerzan 1971a: 240). However, methodologically, such a
formulation
cannot be considered entirely correct, given the mutual
interdependence of both planes. Despite this interdependence, it's
a
fact that in describing the translation process, the problems of
translating the content plane and the expression plane must be
operationally distinguished
  

    

      

  
  [4]

    
  
  
.
Based on this, we can say that the translation process involves the

  

    
transposition
  
  

of the original's content plane and the 
  

    
recoding
  
  

of its expression plane into the content and expression planes of
the
translation, while simultaneously aiming to preserve their mutual
connections. While recoding is primarily a linguistic and formal
process, transposition is connected to understanding the text's
semantic structure and poetic model, making it mainly a literary
creative process. In methodological terms, and certainly in the
case
of adequate translation, we can speak of the mutual dependence of
these processes. However, translation practice (especially
translation history) compels us to also treat these processes
separately, meaning we can discuss the operational autonomy of
transposition and recoding processes.



  
Any
actual translation process must go through a series of stages, the
nature of which depends on the translator's individuality and the
specifics of the work being translated. From the perspective of
scientific description, it's more practical to distinguish two
general stages: the analysis and synthesis stages of the
translation
process, which are oriented towards the original and the
translation
(reader) respectively. 
  

    
Analysis
  
  

and 
  

    
synthesis
  
  

are understood here in the spirit of Boris Yarho. "Analysis in
its finished form is a description, and moreover, a description
that
claims to be complete" (Yarho 1969: 521). In the synthesis
stage, the dominant relationships are identified, meaning "analysis
identifies facts, synthesis identifies relationships" (ibid,
523)
  

    

      

  
  [5]

    
  
  
.
This treatment of analysis and synthesis can also be compared to
attempts to replace the problematic nature of free versus literal
translation with the more substantive question of different
dominants
in the translation process—distinguishing between
translator-oriented and reader-oriented types of translation
process
realization (Beaugrande 1980: 27–28).



  
The
evolution of views held by a recognized translation scholar like
Jiří
Levý also supports this binary description. In his earlier works,
he
distinguished three stages in the translation process:
understanding
the original, interpreting it, and re-expressing it (Levý 1974:
59).
He overcame the ambiguity associated with this approach (Ilek 1970:
400) in one of his last works, where he distinguished only two
stages: the 
  

    
receptive
  
  

or understanding the original stage, and the 
  

    
genetic
  
  

or creating the equivalent stage (Levý 1971: 86).



  
E.
Nida and his followers also distinguish three stages in the
translation process: analysis (reducing the original to core
constructions), transfer (conveying meanings from these most
elementary structures into the target language), and restructuring
(generating a stylistically and semantically equivalent expression
in
the target language) (Nida 1969: 7–12; see also Nida, Taber 1969
for more details). Without dwelling further on Nida's views, it's
worth pointing out the impracticality of treating translation at
the
level of deep structures. While it's true that the greater the
difference between languages (i.e., their surface structures), the
more practical it is to conduct semantic analysis at the deep
structure level, on the other hand, the more literary the original,
the more essential it is to consider its surface structure. This
means the focus isn't on "what" is being conveyed, but
"how" it's done (cf. Wojtasiewicz 1973: 151). Given the
static nature of E. Nida's description, his stance that style is
secondary to content (Nida, Taber 1969: 13; see also Nida 1962) is
not surprising.



  
Here,
sequentiality primarily signifies the mutual dependence of analysis
and synthesis, and the unity of the translation process's beginning
and end (cf. Leontyev 1979: 27–28), as the process only occurs
between two texts: the original and the translation. Therefore, it
makes sense to speak of an original-oriented analysis stage as the
stage of understanding and interpreting the original, and a
translation- (and target reader-) oriented synthesis stage as the
stage of recreating the original using the means of another
language
and culture. Consequently, these stages don't so much denote the
chronological progression of the translator's work as they do the
translator's orientation, which allows us to determine the
translation's purpose and its dominant focus.



  
By
combining processuality and sequentiality, we can create a
translation model that reflects the translator's attitude toward
the
original (its content and expression planes), the target reader,
and
so on—in other words, the translation's dominant. This results in a
range of possible model implementations, and the next step would
involve creating terminology and precisely differentiating
translation types. Most importantly, such a description is
non-judgmental: evaluation only makes sense within the context of
each specific type and concrete realization of the translation
process.



  
Based
on the foregoing, a taxonomy can now be constructed, with adequate
translation at its apex. Specific translation types (ways of
actualizing the translation process) are divided into recoding and
transposing types. These, in turn, are categorized as analytical
and
synthetic, and the latter are further broken down into autonomous
and
dominant. This classification results in eight fundamental ways of
actualizing the translation process, corresponding to the following
translation types:
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Figure 1. Taxonomic Model of the
Translation Process. 



 






  
These
translation types will be examined more closely in the chapter on
textual translation.
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The
problem of analyzing the relationship between translation and the
receiving culture is thus linked to the analysis of the translation
process. On the other hand, the question of the relationship
between
language and text, and ultimately language and culture, is also
crucial. It's worth considering Asa Kasher's seemingly paradoxical
view here: that there's no justified basis for treating natural
language as a communication system. He states, "Often,
subscription to the view that natural languages is in essence a
system of communication is nothing more than an expression of some
pre-theoretic, uncritical intuition" (Kasher 1991: 383).



  
If
communication is not the sole objective, linguistic competence is
possible even without cultural competence (Agar 1991: 174). This
means a text in a foreign language can be just as acceptable as one
in the native language. Film adaptations of literary works serve as
an illustration of this. On one hand, a literary text can be broken
down into parts, which are then reassembled into a cohesive film.
Parts of the book are preserved as characters' dialogue in natural
language, some descriptions become visual, the author's reflections
can be conveyed by an off-screen narrator, the author's emotions
can
be expressed through colors, light, camera angles, and music, and
the
plot is conveyed through editing. On the other hand, a film
adaptation is comparable to reading a book where characters speak
in
one language, nature descriptions are presented in another, the
author's reflections in a third, and so on. The problem of
translations aging indicates that the linguistic unity of a
translation is significantly less than that of the original. The
reader of a translation is similar to the viewer of a film
adaptation. When a translation or a film stimulates imagination and
liberates perceptual channels, thus creating a visual-acoustic
whole,
language itself recedes into the background. This means that
coherence in translation doesn't arise solely at the linguistic
level. It must be preceded by visual unity, similar to what is
actualized in a film adaptation. Not only scholars but also
translators and directors themselves write about visual unity. In a
translator's work, the primary visual conception of the text—which
exists even before the translation work itself begins—is considered
paramount (Schulte 1980: 82). Conversely, the greatest threat to a
translation is considered to be the loss of the text's
visualizability (Caws 1986: 60–61).



  
Analyses
show that even readers who cannot assess the linguistic quality of
a
translation are nonetheless able to distinguish a good translation
from a bad one. For example, in Georgia, two different
groups—Georgians fluent in Russian and Russians not fluent in
Georgian—were given excerpts from nine translations of Nikoloz
Baratashvili's "Merani" and six translations of "The
Knight in the Panther's Skin" to read. Both groups unanimously
agreed on the worst translation and held relatively similar
opinions
on the best translation. The Russians most liked Nikolai
Zabolotsky's
translation of "The Knight," placing Panteleimon Petrenko's
translation in second, while the Georgians had the opposite
preference. Neither group could explain why they disliked Boris
Pasternak's translation (Dzhvarsheishvili 1984: 54–60).



  
From
personal experience, I can add how readers react to new editions of
old, linguistically outdated translations. Mere editorial changes
to
these texts often disrupt their internal coherence so much that
many
readers prefer the older, more internally unified
translations.



  
Naturally,
visual perception (and more broadly, perceptibility) is challenging
to analyze. However, in translation, perceptual unity is more
crucial
than achieving linguistic unity, both in the text creation and
reception stages. Perceptual unity can be achieved at the
linguistic
level or through the use of both internal and external commentaries
within the translated text. A text can be multilingual in both a
linguistic and semiotic sense, but such ambiguity must adhere to
the
laws of the text's semiotic coherence, rather than just linguistic
coherence. This applies whether it's the use of Russian and French
in
Leo Tolstoy's War and Peace, the blending of English and French in
Canadian literature, or any literary text's film adaptation.



  
While
a film director is inevitably forced to separate a literary text
into
parts to be conveyed and received through different channels, in
the
field of translation, we're only now beginning to recognize that a
literary text doesn't communicate with readers solely through
language. Translators, too, can—and sometimes must—disassemble a
text into its components to more clearly perceive its semiotic
multilingualism as a coexistence of languages, rather than a
blending. From a semiotic perspective, translating an individual
text
always means simultaneously translating multiple languages. The
core
question then becomes how to maintain coherence without mixing the
languages together.



  
For
the translator, the syncretism of the original author is
inaccessible. Like a film director, they are forced to concretize
the
non-concrete and explicate the implicit, to understand the text's
languages separately, only to then reunite them in the translation.
To achieve this, alongside the text's structure, it's also
necessary
to understand the structure of the text's world, the author's
method
of depicting reality, and the relationships between the work's
artistic conception and the chronotopes of its characters. Even
when
the original's syncretism is disrupted and its semiotic
multilingualism is explicated, the simultaneity and simultaneous
distinctiveness of these elements create a necessary foundation for
analyzing the translation and understanding the technique of
coherence creation.



  
The
unity of a text arises from the intertwining of intratextual and
extratextual connections, and the expression and content planes. On
the other hand, the distinguishable levels within a text form a
polylogue: "The poetic (belletristic) text is in principle
polyphonic (Lotman 1976: 109)". A text is thus a dynamic whole,
and analyzing it requires the use of operational tools. It's
important to keep in mind that a translation-studies analysis of a
text cannot remain merely at the level of description, no matter
how
detailed. The function of translation analysis is to identify the
text's dominant, the fundamental level or element that ensures its
unity. In doing so, the dominant of the intratextual (immanent)
analysis might need to be reinterpreted after being compared with
the
analysis of extratextual connections. The results of both
intratextual and extratextual analysis must also be compared with
the
parameters of possible different levels of textual analysis:
architectonics, composition, and narration (see scheme on page 30
of
Figure 2).



  
The
scheme presented here reflects only the most conventional, textbook
approach to a comprehensive analysis of levels, where different
levels complement each other, and the interpretation of the text is
possible only after comparing linguistic, textual, and
literary-historical data. Of course, the scheme is not exhaustive;
one could add, for example, Viktor Grigoriev's (1979) distinction
between standard literary language, literary language, and poetic
language, as well as Boris Uspensky's (1983) proposed compositional
levels of text, where different viewpoints are manifested: the
evaluative plane, the spatio-temporal perspective plane, the
psychology plane, and the phraseology plane. For instance, when
analyzing elements of colloquial speech in Fyodor Dostoevsky's
work,
one can observe the presence of colloquial syntax, the intertwining
of different stylistic layers, and an abundance of emotional
expressive means at the level of standard literary language. At the
level of literary language, this can be linked to the author's
belonging to the transition period from Romanticism to Realism and
his proximity to the Gogol tradition and the Natural School. At the
level of poetic language, this is a characteristic of Dostoevsky's
individual language, expressing his desire to conceal the author's
face and, like a dramatist, make his heroes reveal themselves
through
their everyday language.
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Figure
  2. Parameters of Text Articulation. 




  

    
Following
linguistic articulation, a prose text is articulated at the
paragraph
level (1). The text as a whole is then articulated
architectonically
(2), narratively (3), compositionally (4), and based on the mode of
narration (5).
  



 






  
Here,
the main possibilities for analyzing natural language texts have
been
pointed out. However, if intersemiotic translation needs to be
analyzed, and literature and film compared, one can proceed from
the
analysis of composition or narrative—after all, a film adaptation
is typically a narrative. Yet, cinematography employs too many
technical expressive means (editing, camera angle, lighting, color,
shot size, etc.) that would simply be lost in a narrative-only
analysis. Therefore, another crucial parameter emerges, applicable
to
both literature and film analysis: chronotopic levels. This
approach
to chronotope differs somewhat from Mikhail Bakhtin's, who merely
identified a number of different chronotopes without creating a
comprehensive theory of chronotope. From the perspective of total
translation, however, it is important to remember Bakhtin's
starting
point for typologising chronotopes: "'Chronotope' typology is
based on the opposition 'own world–foreign world,' while
'utterance' typology is based on the opposition 'own
language–foreign
language'" (Kohri 1993: 17). The chronotopic levels of a text
are intertwined, concentric, nested within each other like
matryoshka
dolls, but they are always abstractable. One can begin with a
conventional thematic analysis. If a literary text reflects a
certain
historical (contemporary) reality, it's possible to analyze the
presence of that reality within the text. It's also possible to
analyze the author's personal connections to reality. These two
possibilities often underpin (depending on the text type) the
artistic representation of reality, its artistic deformation, and
the
creation of an artistic model:



 






  
I.
 **Objectified World (Literature as Fact):**


    
1
**Source-based (Cultural linguistics, history, social
psychology...):** Reconstruction of historical reality and
language

    
2
**Typification and Prototypification**


 






  
II.
 **Subjectified World (Literature from Fact):**


    
1
**Emotional facts** (Emotional memory)

    
2
**Autobiographical (Individual facts):**

        
*
Factual (related to background or conceptual)

        
*
Emotional

        
*
Mythologized or Mystified


 






  
III.
 **Abstracted World:**


   
1
**Achronization**

   
2
**Neomythologism**

   
3
**Archetypification**

   
4
**Artistic model**


 






  
Chronotopic
analysis requires the existence of three levels: Topographical
chronotope: This is linked to the time and space where the plot
unfolds. Psychological chronotope: This is tied to the subjective
world of the characters (and the author, if they are one of the
characters). Metaphysical chronotope: This represents the
chronotope
of the author's conception, interpretation, or mentality.
Chronotopic
analysis thus gives us a picture of the depicted or imagined world,
the experienced world, and the interpreted world. At the same time,
analyzing these worlds doesn't create contradictions between word
and
image. More details on this will be provided in the chapter on
extratextual translation.



  
The
goal here isn't to establish a fixed list of recognized parameters.
The need for parameters—that is, for analyzing the same text from
different perspectives—only arises in the most complex examples of
translation activity. Chronotopic analysis is highlighted here
simply
as the most semiotic method and the one least tied to the material
used to create the text. Ultimately, when analyzing a text in
relation to translation, or when analyzing a translation itself,
the
most crucial aspect is defining optimal translatability, which is
determined by the text's dominants and corrected by the diverse
nature of the text material. Comparing the specific features of
language use that characterize the author's individual poetics
(analysis of intratextual levels) with the unique characteristics
of
textual worlds (chronotopic analysis) ultimately simplifies the
understanding of any text. The objective of a translation-studies
analysis of a text—to identify the dominant level or elements—can
be achieved through both linguistic (linguistic-stylistic) and
chronotopic (conceptual-poetic) analysis. Bringing the analysis
results closer to the historical-literary and biographical
background
allows us to distinguish a representative text from a unique
(individual) one, and also to analyze translation activity not just
as a pragmatic linguistic and textual operation, but as total
mediation.
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The
substantive absence of ongoing criticism of artistic translation
points to a disproportionate relationship between theory, history,
and criticism in the history of translation studies. There are many
comparative analyses of original works and their translations, but
the general theoretical foundations of translation criticism are
still essentially undeveloped. This results in a paradoxical
situation where, alongside the increasing number of translated
works
in the literary process, we are forced to acknowledge their
diminishing importance in literary culture and, consequently, their
decreasing cultural value. The reception of translated literature
is
leveling off, and its specificity is increasingly less perceived.
Against this backdrop, a direction in translation studies that is
oriented towards translation specifically within the receiving
literature gains particular significance, examining translation in
the context of its new cultural-linguistic environment: "The
goal of a target-culture-oriented approach to translation is to
retrospectively study the creation of translated texts, not their
reception and consumption. More precisely, it attempts to
contextualize translation and present it as a conditioned type of
behavior; in other words, to determine the relationships between
the
position and importance of translated texts and the translation
behavior of a culture..." (Toury 1993: 17–18). Knowing the
regularities of a text's behavior in a foreign culture and the
different stages of its appropriation process is useful as a
background for understanding direct critical activity. In a global
approach, we ourselves remain outside textual translation, and in
such a case, criticism, along with the translated text itself,
becomes part of the metatextual translation process in various text
types. Thus, the polar extremes of criticism are culture as
criticism
(as the textual environment of translation) and every individual
reading as criticism.



  
It's
certainly possible to speak of indirect reader-based criticism,
with
one explicit form being, for instance, library lending statistics.
However, it's precisely this type of criticism that confirms the
necessity of professional criticism, particularly given the large
number of translations that fall outside the immediate consumption
sphere of readers. These two forms of criticism are interconnected;
the effectiveness of professional criticism largely depends on
understanding the addressee, their linguistic competence, way of
thinking, and cultural background. The task of criticism is not
merely to promote a translation, but also to provide reception
guidelines to the readership of translations. Criticism rarely
succeeds in this task; much more often, there's reason to assert
that
distorted reception of translations is not the fault of the
readers,
but of the criticism itself (Levý 1974: 66; Raffel 1971: 103).
Alongside the reader-related, operative function of translation
criticism, its analytical function (analysis of translation quality
and method) and postulative function (text selection, scope of
context) also warrant emphasis. However, critical activity in the
sphere of translation is not limited to these functions, which were
differentiated by the Slovak translation theorist Anton Popovič,
building on Janusz Sławiński (Popovič 1975b: 249–251). The
differentiation of these functions primarily indicates a desire to
clarify the problematic nature of translation criticism as an
object
of study. Katharina Reiß, in turn (drawing on Karl Bühler's
language functions), proceeds from text types oriented towards
form,
content, and appellative function, and on the basis of these types,
differentiates a corresponding typology of translation methods.
Against the backdrop of this typology, she then discusses
linguistic
guidelines for translation (semantic, lexical, grammatical, and
stylistic) (Reiß 1978b: 58–66). Popovič's three functions of
translation criticism thus converge in Reiß's work into a single
question—the question of text typologies. Analyzing the
aforementioned approaches, Werner Koller lists the following as
central questions of translation criticism: the linguistic status
of
elements within the translation's language system; the
linguistic-stylistic prerequisites of the translation language and
the norms for using its elements; linguistic-stylistic norms and
text
types; the sociocultural (communicative) function of text
reception;
the horizon of expectations of translation readers; and the working
conditions of the translator (Koller 1978: 106). These attempts to
conceptualize the theoretical issues of translation criticism show
that the study of translation criticism has lagged behind the study
of translation theory but simultaneously depends on solving some
general methodological problems in translation studies. Naturally,
the problematic of translation criticism also belongs to the
complex
of literary criticism. Ján Ferenčík, for example, points out two
viewpoints on translation criticism. On one hand, criticism can be
differentiated into criticism of prototexts (originals) and
criticism
of metatexts. Translation criticism has its own place within the
criticism of metatexts (alongside criticism of other types of
metatexts). On the other hand, one can distinguish between applied
criticism and public criticism. The first form of criticism is
realized in the process of preparing a translation for print, with
the editor being the primary critic. The second form reflects the
reaction to the printed text in the form of articles, reviews, etc.
(Ferenčík 1981: 126). The professionalism of criticism is a
separate issue. One can agree with Inkeri Vehmas-Lehto that
translation criticism can be directed either at the translator or
the
reader, but in both cases, it must meet certain quality
requirements
(Vehmas-Lehto 1990). However, establishing the corresponding
quality
criteria is a question of criticism's self-awareness as an
independent discipline.



  
The
independent treatment of translation criticism is justified simply
by
the fact that absolutely ideal translations don't exist (Bartoš
1968: 219). This means it's always necessary to clarify which
version
of the original the reader has at hand. This is crucial for
maintaining the specificity of the translated text, ensuring that
the
reader "reads the translation as a translation, not as a
substitute for the original" (Ziomek 1979: 60; Balcerzan 1977:
9). This immediately raises the question of translation quality,
which, from a critical perspective, is primarily a question of the
criteria for evaluating a translation
  

    

      

  
  [6]

    
  
  
.
While translation quality is highly important for both the prestige
of the foreign author and the development of the reader's taste
(Gal
1979: 198), it doesn't solely determine a translation's popularity
or
even its cultural value. Thus, translation criticism isn't just
concerned with analyzing the translated text; it's a significantly
more complex discipline that addresses much deeper issues, which
we'll briefly discuss below.



  
Social
communication can be viewed as a process that regulates diverse
understandings and positions (Pierce 1972: 36). Literary culture
serves as one such regulated sphere, within which the reception of
a
translation is prepared, essentially performing a "pre-reading"
of the translation. Literary culture determines the structure of
the
receptive consciousness and defines the reception of the
translation;
that is, the pragmatics of the text are "one aspect of its
internal order" for the culture (Lotman 1970: 39). From a
translation perspective, the divergence between the formal and real
addressee is particularly crucial (Lotman 1982: 87). A translation,
as a text from another (alien) culture, too often lacks a
nationality, an age, and even a creator. Because of this, it
requires
an intermediary language, a role filled by literary culture. In
this
context, it becomes especially important not just to read the
translation itself, but to pre-read it (reading without the
translated text) and re-read it. Literary culture and criticism (as
the most influential representative of literary culture) thus
function as a kind of code for translation reception (Sławiński
1974b: 24). Depending on the specificity of this code, the
translated
text can behave either as a decoding of the original or as its new
encoding. This can be compared to Georges Mounin's assertion that
"philology is translation," meaning a kind of
post-publication of the text and its translation-oriented
pre-publication (Mounin 1963: 242–243). It also aligns with the
three reception phases known in art criticism: pre-communicative,
communicative, and post-communicative (Rappoport 1978: 220–225).
The influence of extratextual processes, in turn, leads to the
constant reinterpretation of translation, so that it becomes an
"overtranslation"—a sum of textual, contextual, and
intertextual variations that enable communication between author
and
reader (Lefevere 1975: 17, 19)
  

    

      

  
  [7]

    
  
  
.
Thus, this question falls within the domain of both the sociology
and
psychology of reading
  

    

      

  
  [8]

    
  
  
.



  
In
a situation where a translation functions autonomously—that is,
without the benefit of pre-reading or re-reading within the
framework
of literary culture—it elicits only a mechanical reaction, allowing
the reader to place it in any context and connect it with any
convention. This is a general regularity of reception, because
"people, as transmitters of verbal messages, generally exhibit
narrower competence, and as receivers, broader competence"
(Jakobson 1972: 78). Only the metatexts of literary culture create
a
potential world of reception, a certain playing field for the
reader
  

    

      

  
  [9]

    
  
  
.
This reduces the arbitrariness of reception and makes it possible
to
select one conceptualized version from those available within
literary culture. Then, one can already speak of an intellectual
reaction (Lotman 2019: 36). The fact that reception possibilities
are
determined by literary culture allows us to view the text not
merely
as dialogue, but as purposeful dialogue. For Zofia Mitosek, a text
functioning within literary culture becomes a reading habit
(lectüre), and a reading habit is no longer a dialogue, but an
imperative (Mitosek 1977: 104)
  

    

      

  
  [10]

    
  
  
.
It is important to clarify, however, that this imperative should
not
be understood from the perspective of the reading result, but
rather
from the perspective of its rules. There are many works that ignore
the reader but nonetheless contain a vision of the audience,
actively
influence the real audience, “by becoming for it a kind of
normatising code” (Lotman 1982: 81). However, a translation is in a
sense an intertext—its audience is determined not by the vision
presented in the translated text, but to a much greater extent by
the
metatexts of literary culture. Therefore, it can be said that
translation is an object of non-genetic sociology rather than
genetic
sociology: the question of how the translation functions, its
connections to the cultural situation, and its impact on the latter
is much more important (Głowiński 1977: 92). This, in turn, leads
to the teleological problem of translation: the translator must be
aware of the translation's purpose, its effect on the audience, and
its function (Horálek 1967: 119); after all, the objective of
translating a text is the criterion for choosing a translation
method
(Reiß 1978a: 34)
  

    

      

  
  [11]

    
  
  
.
It must be emphasized here that the connection between the
functioning of a translation and its ontology should not be
absolutized. In literary culture, pre-reading and post-reading
still
prevail over the translated text
  

    

      

  
  [12]

    
  
  
.
The translation as a characteristic or property of an artwork still
requires conceptualization in translation activity.
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